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and uurelenting war with sin; and that the more carefully and 
resolitely we guard ourselyes against even ventat fants ard tmper- 
fections,-in other words, the more closely we resemble the hiuace- 
Inte Mother of God,-—the imore we shall grow in God's favor. 
Beata Mater et intacta Virgo, gloriosa Regina inadi, iniercede 
pro nobis ad Dominus 


8ST. THOMAS AND THE IMMACULATE 
CONCEPTION 


By P. Lumureras, O.P., 5.T.Lr., PhD. 


Sotie years ago [ was traveling with a Baptist minister. In the 
course of our conversation be attacked the traditional basis of 
Catholic dogmas. As an instance, he pointed out the dogma of the 
Immaculate Conception, a degina, he said, that was never taught 
by the Fathers of the Church, and was even denied by St. Thornas 
Aquinas, one of the greatest of ecclesiastical Doctors. Three years 
afterward, on the feast of the Immaculate Conception, while dining 
with some Catholic priests, who were also learned professors, one 
of ther remarked that the only opponents of the Feast had been the 
Dominicans. In fact, he contended that St. Thomas denied the 
Immaculate Conception. 

It would be interesting to hear this Catholic priest discussing the 
above question with the Baptist minister. What would be his 
answer to the minister's last statement? OF course, I aim told, le 
could say that St. Thomas is ore of the Doctors, and that our 
Faith is not based on the particular opinion of ove Doctor, but ou 
the unanimous teaching of them all, This answer, however, is 
anything but satisfactory; for a learned interlocutor can reply 
that St. Thomas is not alone; that at the side of Aquinas we can 
number St. Ansehn, St. Bernard, and St. Bonaventure. Although 
they are four Doctors only, they belong to the most brilliant period 
of Catholic theatogy. They were, moreover, perfectly acquainted 
with the writings of the Fathers and Doctors, their predecessors, and 
they preserved in every way the mast perfect devotion and the 
closest attucliment to them. They compete, finally, with those 
Fathers and Doctors in extolling the singular prerogatives and we 
Hmited excellency of Mary. In fact, in language nice precise, 
though less rhetorical, they surpass the former writers; for there 
is no praise of Mary in those anthors which could not he found in 
St. Thomas, not merely reproduced, but even improved;! white, on 


‘Here are alow instances: Beata Virgo tantam gratie obtinnit plenitudiness, 
Kt esset propinunissinne Auciord pratic: ita qiad Hrat, git est plenty gratia, in se 
reciperet; of, Kua paricude, quadummode gratinn ad anes derivaret (Summa 
Theet,, 9. TL, @. 27, a, 1, ad Un.) --Magatan est ue quofibet sancto, guanda habet 
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instrumental virtue—by which the semen evolves the ovant into 
flesh~-flesh which will rebel against reason- and by which the 
Resi makes necessary the infusion of the soui—a souk which wil! 
share the corruption of the flesh." For as the semen comes irom a 
hody which habitually revolis against reason, it weves (a the forum 
tion uf a body which will keep Hself in tdentical relichion This 
habitual rebelhon (or coucupiscence, or fares feceatt) is forouly 
aud property ja the body. Thougli it is derived? [rm sin--the sin 
of Adam—and inelines to sin—the actnal rebelliaa- a is sot vey 
asin Still, this corruption of the body is a disposttinn which 
makes the corruption of the soul uecessary, inasiar as at tlie 
moment of animation the body mukes up with the seul a person 
unworthy of God’s grace, so that this person uUcserves ta receive no 
grace and has to be deprived of grace and to contract as a conse- 
quence original sin. 

It is easy pow to sec in how many different senses the term 
“Trimaculate Conception” may be employer, sai iu lew many dit 
ferent ways we may speak of a person being conccived exempt from 
original sin. We classify them as follows. 

We have a first Inmaculate Conception, or a dirst mode in which 
a lama individual coukl be conceived without original sin, if we 
hotd that Adam was not constituted the moral head or prince of 
that tmdivicnal for the transmission of either original grace ot 
original sin, God could communicate to same indivisheal sencrifying 
gvace absolutely independent of Adam’s grace.” 

We have a second Imtnaculate Conception, or a sceond mnie in 
which sorne intman individual contd be conecived without ayigina! 
sia, if we held thae Adan: was nat constitute’ the saroal prinrime 
or soarce Of that Individual, for the traustoission Gl fui natiee, 
Gol could form another man from the dest. as Te forme) Adsaar.’? 


Shave a third lmimacuete Conception, or a thire inode in 


whieh scane humatt individual could be conceived without origin 
sin, Hf we hold that Adam, though constiuited sacha principle and 
sauttce fur the transmission of the human uature, does net iitove hy 
means of scuiual power in this transmission. As Got! cen! fori a 


SSiwes Theal, pl, 11, Sl, acd, ad 2ar acl 3ni; q. 83, a,b; oe dtg. 32a.) 
¥ Suna Theol, yp. LIT, Lae & 
Sram. Pheol, gp. LT, a. 31, a 2, arg. Zand 3, 
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man from the rib of Adam or from that of any of lis descendants, 
% He could reserve a portion of Adam's Hesn before Adam's sin, 
aud have that portiou of Hesh transmitred from generation to genera- 
tion to form out of that flesh the body of thet individnal” 

We have a fourth Immaculate Conception, or a fourth meade in 
which some human individual could be conceived witliaut original 
sin, if we hokd that Adam, though movin by menus of serinil 
power, reaches the individual threatel descendants who were reranted 
sanctifying prace for theuselves and for theie clotdren. God 
could confer His grace on any of the descendants of Adan in the 
very measure in which Pe conferred it on s\cdam hisyel f* 

We have a fifth Immaculate Conception, or a fifi: mode in 
which some human individual cold be comeeived without original 
sin, fF we hold that the immediate parents of that individual, 
though descendants of Adam and not previously granted the afore- 
said sanctification, were, at ihe moment of peucralion or active con- 
ception, filled and purified by the Holy Ghee! and freed, thus, from 
sexual concupiscense. Ag God could sanetify Une parents previously 
to the cofition, He ecitled seuwdly thei at eat very urement 

We have a sixth Tnnmaculate Caneeplicn, ora sixth miele iu 
which some human individnal coukd be couceived without original 
sin, if we hold that God purifies the Fetus previously, with 4 
priority of time, to the animation or passive conception, Gael could 
ponify the flesh in the wombs of the mother diving the several 
weeks which precede the infustun of che ratio savtlt* 

We have a seventh Innnaculate Conerption, cv a seveath mode in 
which some human individual could be conceived without original 
sin, if we held that God purifies the fetus iat the mennert of the 
anitation OF pits 


‘ive conception, fa such a way, lieweves, Chat with 
a priority of nate this purification precedes Ue animation, Pe be 
comes first; next, fo be auitedf.!® 

We have an eighth Trmaculate Conveption. er sie cit more in 
which some brim individnal coal] he conceived without original 


Summ. Theal, pT 1G q. Sto a. 4 amd 4. 

125t, Thanvas, fu f2 Seti Bt, 1p 1, a. 2, cal Sing eet Hifi Sentsq. lal, sedut. 1, 
ad dm, : , ; 

9S Thamas.sa PN Svat, & 3, qo dy a te Samet 7 treed, p. Sl, aq. 27, a. 2, 
ae. J, 

1 Symm Theol, p. fly. 27, a. 2B, arg. 2. 

15 St, Thomas, tu LF Seat, 3, 4.4, a. 9, ad Sin. 
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sin, if we hold that Cod sanctifies the son) at the manent ai ils 
creation and infusion or animation, so, however, that wih a 
priority of nature the sanctification precedes the animation. This is 
the rational order: creation, infusion, animation.’ 


We have aatinth Tminacelate Conception, er a ninth mode ra 


which some human individual could he conceived without orginal ‘ 
sit, 1f we hold that Gol sanetifies the souk at the menient af its 
creation and infusion or animation, ti such a way, however, thar H 


wilh a priotity of nature, ibe animation precedes the sanctification. 
We conceive then the anion of soul and body as previonts te the 
sunctification of the soul. 

We have, thus, nine different modes which God could use for 
having the Virgin Mary conceived without original sin; we have 
nine possible Lnmaciiate Conceptions, Sti, the preset question 


is not concerned with the possibility, but with the fact. We want 
lo know in which one of these ways the Virgin Mary was conceived 
without original sin. And, since an opposition ts claimed between 
St. ‘Vhoinas and the Churelt, let us seek the answer of St. Thomas 
and of the Church. Whieh are the Fumaculate Conceptions denied 


hy Si. Thomas? St. Thomas answers: tie first eight. Which is 
the Immaculate Conception affirmed by the Chareh? The Charet 
answers! the last one. 


St. Thomas denies the first eight Immaculate Coneeptions in 
terns and ft principle. 


ins’ theary of 


in terns he denies the first when he opposes Se 
ihe Jncarualion independent of Adani’s sin, from which 1aeory thai 
hnimaeukite Conception follows as the fovicat result? To tess he 


denies Lhe second when he says: “Christ assnmed bumian nave in 


urlcr to clemise UW froin corruption. Bat bumean natore did sot need 
to be cleaused save tasfar as it was sailed im ibs tatigad ortgin 


whereby it wai descended rom Adam. ‘Therefore, i vita beecaiag 


dhat Fle should assume Mesh of matter deriveel from Ashun? dn 


terns je demes the third when he writes: “Error may ocean by 


Si, Thomis, ar fff Svat, al 3, pt, a. 1, solut. 2: $1. Bonaventure, ihidem. 
y7dat. Theni., PB dif, he Lae  Fews Freanciscabicin ate fe 
apie douftecene ipses diervit ad Lovanceulatan Virginis Cones pric pro 
ns tyeudtea (Carmelus ab Muiegoyen, O, M2 C. ci. by Del Prada, p. 151), 
1s Sau. Pheol, p. IL, gq. 31, a. 1. Ce ibid, ad ia, 
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attributing the condition of Christ or of His flesh to that which 
was attually in the patriarchs, by saying, for instance, that because 
Christ's flesh, as existing in Christ, was nat subject to sin, there- 
fore in Adam also and in the patriarchs there was some part of fris 
body that was not subject to sin, and from which afferwasils 
Christ's body was formwert, as some indeed held’ In terms he 
denies the fourth, sayin: “Sanctification is two-foldl: One is that 
of the whole nature: inasmuch as the whole nature is freed fron all 
corruption of sin aact pwriishiment. This will take plree at the 
‘resurrection, The other is persimal sanctification. ‘Chis is not 
transmitted to the children begotten of the flesh, because it daes not 
regard the fesh, but the mind. Conseqttently, though the pareuts 
of the blessed Virgin were cleansed from original sin, nevertheless 
she contracted original sin" Jn terms he denies the fifth for 
a similar reason, ” and by addiug: “It is not the actual lust that 
transmits original sin; for, supposig God were to permit a man to 
feel no inordinate lust in the act of wencration, he would still transmit 
origina) sin.”? Tn terms he denies the sixth in these words: “I 
answer that the sanctification of the blessed Virgin canant be 
understood as having taken place before the animation.’ fu 
terms he denies the seventh, when he argues: “In whatever meaucr 
the blessed Virgin would have been sanctified before animation, 
she could never have incurred the stain of original sin: and thts 
she would not have vecded redemmtian and salvation which is by 
Christ. 2... But thts is wefdting, 2.2%! Jn terms, finally, 
ke denies the eighth in those few lives of his Consucniary on the 
Sentences: “The sanctification of the blessed Virgin coubl unt be 
conveniently before the infusion of the soul... nor even al the 


46 Summ, Theol, p. TT, q. Sta. 7. Ci ibid. a. 5 

oun, Theat, p. 1, 9. 27, 0 2, al dors tae LE Sout. d. SW qe ty it, 2 

4S, Thomas, te TE Sent, d. 3. oq 4, a. 13 Suiaar Theat, p. LEL, qe 14, a. 3, 
ad dm; q Sia. 75 po Ly. St, al J, aed Jie, ve ' 

% Summ, Theot., p. L,I q. 82 a. 4, ail dim, His ta the objection: “No feast 
is celebrated except of sonwy gaitit, but some keep Con Heeeumber Bir) the east 
af the Conception af the Messcil Viegiuy therefore, if seems that in her very 
(active) Conception stig was bely, asd lence ihat she w TeliGed betare cei 
en,” that St. Thomas answers: “'Vhe eelcivatim of th feast dees 10k give 
us te unileestarut that she was holy in lev (active) éneceptian, | But. sitiee a is 
not known when site was sanctified, the feast of her Sancsifivation, vi ther tha 
ihe feast of Her Cartive) Conecytier, is kept an ila: day of her (active} con 
ception” (Summ. Pcol, p. lf, a. 27 2a So). 

Semen. Theol, gp. WE a. 27, a. 2 

4 Samm Theal, p. UY, q. 27, a. 2. 


fa OPE Set, a. dq. 1, ate 1, q. 2. 
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moment of the infasion, in sneha way, uamely, that by grace then 
infused tuto the sont, dlc soul would be preserved exempt [ram 
incurring ovigiuaf sii," dines whose interpretition we fit in St 
Bonaventure: “Some claimed that in the soul of the glorious Virgit 


the grace of siuctifieation preceded the stain of origins! sin... | 
‘Thas, at the tuomert of is creation, grace was tnfised tala die send: 
aid at that very monient, the sunt was gilused into che futy. 6. i 


But others say that the sanetifeation came alier the cantractor al 


orydnabsin. . 2. And dis second apution ts tore canniea, and 


La 
niere reasouable. aml more sure. 2. More reasonable. decane 
ihe natural is prior to the spiritual, with priority either of tme or 
of natura... First, consequently, the soul is conceived ta be 
united with the body, and then grace to be infused by God into the 
senal, 7" 


St. Thomas denies all these first eight Jnnmaculite Covceations iu i 


principle. The principle ts this; “Tt is unlitting that Christ be net 
the Savienr of all men, as Efe is cated in [ Timo iv, tg And 
hy this principle St. Thomas means that every man needs, as a 
pevsou, to he redecmed fy Christ; that every man neels persunil 
redemplion, whieh is by Christ.?* Tt is trae that such persocal 
reception does not iaply the person as already fallen inte sia, but 
it intplies, et least, that the person has to incur the sin’ And 
beraus¢, as St Themnas warns us, “We may not attritette to the 
Mather angling that would diminish the heuer af the Sau, who 
is the Saviour of all mens" St. Thomas wis perfecily vight in 
opposing the hrst aad the second ane) ¢he Uoaird Ineuscoluie Cenecp 


tons, where siat even the flesth las to canttact i any wi the iitec- 


fis esF ort sins aud Tie was perfectly rieht i Gpposine: the 
fourth and the firth, where dhe flesh, thang) as existing in the 
pirents Ho copleacis larectign yet, as furmnd iin che ollspring enjoys 
januanity sand he was perfectly cieht m1 oppesiug the sixth aul tice 


seventh, waere, thougit the Hest of che affspriae coitencts the 


. Thernas, ii FFF Sort Soa Wa bg. 2 
Rertiveatuce, ve APF Not, &. 3, pars oa 
2. eb passin, 

Fi ¢f Del Prada, p. 3! as. 
- dad tiny cf. Cajetan, € 


ri quad substrahat aliq 
Hy af dicit Apustoties, FLT 
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infection, the soul has aot to contract the sin; aud perfectly right 
in opposing the eighth, where, though the flesh contracts and the 
soul has to contract, the person hus not to contract origina) sin, 
Tn no one of these eight cases can we speak of a personal debt. As 
4 consequence, neither of a personal redemption. Vor in the first, 
the second, and the third, not even the flesh needed redemption; in 
the fourth and the fifth, only the parunts had to be redeemed; in the 
sixth and the seventh, only the flesh; whereas in the eighth, it is 
exclusively the soul. 


Now what is the Immaculate Coneeption affirmed by the Church? 
Here is the dogma: “We declare, protiounce, aud define that God 
has revealed the doctrine which folds that the most blessed Virgin 
Mary in the first instant of her conception, by a singular grace and 
privilege granted her by Almighty God, ia view of the merits of 
Jesus Christ, the Saviour of the human race, was preserved exempt 
from all stain of original siu.”™ 

The Imatacalate Conception, as defined by the Clurctt stands, 
then, for the persou of the Blessed Virgin, heing preserved exempt 
at the moment of apimation from original sin, and this personal 
preservation heing granted her om account of her personal rede 
tton by Christ. 

The only way of saving the dogma is the ninth and last way. 
We have to conceive the wien of the soul with the corrupted body 
as previous, with a priority of uature, to the sanetificution of the 
soul. Thus we have a corrupted bory, as it is the lxxly of this 
person; ancl we have a soul, which, being the soul of this person, 
kas to be corrupted by the hody. We have, thes, and thus only, 
a persan who fas to iver original sin, who has to be redeemed 
with persund redemption” 

But such a preservition was never denied by Se. Thomas Aqui- 
nas, He has uot deniect it in terms, fur he never discussed it. AL 
he says is that the sanctification cannot be in a convenicot way 
previous to the animation, While the Churel declares that it hap- 
pened in the very meen of the animation, St. Thouns, time aud 
again, says that he did not know the mioment when the sanetifica- 


81 Bult “inefabilis Deny,” Dee. 8, 1854, ; ; 
2 Beuta Mirge non fail sanetifvtia nist Pastquam cionctia ees perfecta sunt, 
sobicet corpax ef asin (Seauir. Theat, po ER @. 27, a 2, Sed cuntra), 
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tion foal pie Why did he not know ? 
are entirely dependent on the free will of God eannat the ascertained 
save through divine revelation"! This revelation is prude knuwe 
to us hy the Roman Church, and at the time of St. Thienis the 
Reman Chareh did net even celebrate the Peas e* Maret ae wider 
at St. Lhomas’ positien when, four centuries afleenard Pope 
Grevory XV declared that “the Holy Gheast. though atzed be the 
wurpest prayers of the Muatthial, did net set revert do Une Corel 
the seuret of sueli a Mystery. * 

On the contrary St, Thomas, rather tian Scotus or anviusly eke, 
settled the principles whielr liad to dead, and in fact did lead, 
to ihe definition given ultimately hy Pis IN. Vor we have it 
St. Thomas not only that the sanctification stands for a personil 
sanctification by the merits of Christ the Redeemer, but siso that it 
was proper that the blessed Virgin shold have ail purty por 
and, moreover, thata posteriority af nave 


bie 


to he granted by Gacl,7 
is sufficient wilhin a stuete iustant of time?’ Dil uot St. Thomas 
teach that the blessect Virgin was grade! mere greece Chan ay 
man or angel,” and that the first niin arn) the anecl: 
grace al the very monient of their creation, thet ea ereatiou 


reantesl 


preeeded their sauctifivation with prioriiy of uadture? 
St. Thomas, therefore, has promoted direetly the defimitian given 
hy the Chureh. Te has promoted it indirectly, alsa, by opposing 


Sua Theol, p. 7, g. 27,0. 2, act Sans te 2 Seu, ad. 3, ae loa bs Guadtib, 


Faeaf, pw Uh q das 3. 
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the eight other Immactlite Conceptions and this warning Catholic 
theologians fo leave wrong paths and to take the right highway. 

This advice of St. Thontas, however, was not followed hy some 
Catholic theologians. In opposing these theologians the Dominican 
Schoo! was believed fo be opposing the Lumaculate Conception 
which became a doguut, Still, the Dominican School, supposedly 
against the definition, was the only one which was sustained hy the 
definition, Kur the Inmuacnate Conception, as defined, is a con- 
clusion of the Dominican theary of the Tucarnation dependent on 
Adam’s sin. 

Tt may be trite that in the controversy concerning the Tmmacu- 
late Conception a few Dominicans mistnderstood the teaching of 
St. Thomas; but it is also true that the great public did misunder- 
stand and does still misunderstand the position of the Dominicans,* 


“Cf, Del Prado, pp. xxiv and xxviii, note 4, 


